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me cases iisted below have been evaluated under the Enforcement Priority 

. System ("EPS') and identified as either low priority, stale, or the statute of lidtations has . 

expired. This report 'is submined in ordgr to &ommend that the Commission no longer 
pursue these cases fbr the re&onS noted beiow. 
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11. ', CASES RECOMMENDED FOR.CLOSURE . . 
... , . .  . .  0 

, A. Cases Not Warranting Further ,Ac!ion Relative to Other Cases ' 

.. 
n I' 

Pending Before the Commission. . .  . .. a;' 
EPS was created to ieentify pending cas- that, due to the hngth oftheir pendency 

, I  . .  

in inactive status, orthe lower priority of the issues raised in the matters relative to others . .  . 

ksOuri+. Central'Enforcqne+ Docket ("CED)..evaluates each . .  incoming matter using 
- .  : '  . presently pending before the Cobission, do . .  not w q z t  further expenditures . .  of 

. 

. . . Commission-approved criteria that. result in a nuinerical rating for' &h case. . ' 

' Cioiing the~e cases permits the Commission to focus its limited resources on inore .... ; . 

. .  
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I '. . 
important cases presently pending in the Enforcement docket. Based upon this review, 

.we.have identified . .  - ' . cases that do not wakant further action relative to other pending 

mattws. We reComriier.j fh324 . 

contain a.factual summary of each case &commended for closure, the case EPS rating, ,, 
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and the factors leading to the assignment of a low priority. . .  . 
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. B. Stale Cases 

' Effqtive enforcement relies upon the tiniely . .  pursuit of coniplaints 'and.referrals to 

usually require a greater commitment of resources primarily becausethi evidence of such 

activity becomes more difficult to &welop 

'process and the regulated.cokunity. ' EPS proyidesus with the niearis to idcnGfL those 

cases that,' . . , iernin'Gisignd.for.a Signifimt . . .  . ' 

coininencing sui inv&tigation declineq'as these types of&&..age, -til they reach.a point 

ensure compliance with the law. Investigations concerning activity mok emote in time ' 

more recuit i d  mork significant activity a1so'hirs.a more positiveeffect on the electoral 

period due to a tack of staff r&@mics for an'eff@ive investigation. The utility of.' 
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. .  .when activation of s u c h ' c k  .would not be I& efficieht, use of the Commission's . . .  

Docket fbr a sufficient'p&qd.of ti& @,ren&r theb sqe. 'We r k o k e n d  . .  
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CASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE FOLLOWING PERMANENT 
TRANSFER TO'ADR '. ' '  ' 
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... . . Additionally, the ADR Offrce has . 
. .  

bifhrcated the respondents in ADR 027 (fomkrly IvdR 5062) by&aching-settl&ents . .  . .  . ' . .  
. .  - . .  
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. ' Thesc cas& ail: P-MUR 395 (C&ge Republican iational Cornrriittee): . ' 
.MUR 4948.(Republicarr Leadersht$ Coarrril); and ML'R 5032 (Mihion Morrr Mareli).: '. 
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. . ' with fourteen respondents and returning the rcniaining elcven rcspokents with whom the 

. ADR Office could not 'reach a settlement or receive a buy-ininto the ADR process. This 
, . 
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Ofice Fommendsclosing the &mining elwen respondents in ADR 027, including 
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. Westside Chemical Company. . 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
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. .  OGC recommends thatlhe Commission exercise its pmsecuto.na1 discretion and 

closie the cas&listed below effective two weekshm the day that the Commission votes .' . ' , 

Legal Rwiew T& the nec.essary time to prepare closing letters and case files for the . 

. . . . .  
. .  on the recommendations. 'Closing these cases aS sf this date will allow CED 5)nd the, . .  
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. public&rd. , . . .  . .  
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. 1. :Decline to open a MUR, close file effective two weeks . .  fiom the:date of the . . . . . . . .  
. . . .  . .  

Commissioil vote, and approve' the appropriate l&er in:, . . . . . .  . .  . . .  . . .  . .  r .  . .  
. . . .  . . .  . .  . .  
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. ' P-MuR395' 
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2. Takeno . .  action,.pS. the.'file . .  effktive . two'weeks ' I  . '  . .  
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. .  Commission ~ o k ,  'ana aiprove the appropriate let&'&:. :.' 

. . . .  .. : - . .  
I . .  ,e 
k.. 

1 : 

. .  

. .  

.Q. 

. .  

. .  . .  . .  ' ' m 5 0 3 2  - . . .  

. . .  . .  . .  
. -. MUR 4948 
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3. Take no action, close the file effective two weeks.from.thc date of the 

Commission vote, and approve the appropriate lettersin' ADR 027 (formerly 

MUR 5062) with respect to the following respondents: 
. .  

.. 

Verdegaal .Brothers, Inc.; Overland Stock Yards; E & B Landscape and 

Garden Suppl.ies, Inc.; Westside Chemical Comp@x Quick Signs, In&; 

Gregory Schneide. Western Building Rop&ies Association; 'O&i Swap 

Meet; Schaller Bail Bondsf Triple B Farms; and Awe1 ,Legal. Systems: 
. .  
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' ' 'Lad.e"H.Norton . .  ' 
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REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP COUNCIL . 

the Republicari Leadership Council ("RTX") &d its affiliates made excessive and 
prohibited in-kind contributions to the Bush for President Explor&ory Codtk' ("Bush.  
Coinmittee") by pioducing and promoting television .advertisements against Steve Forb&. 

. . .  ' 

The Complainait, Williruil A. Dal'Col, Preside& of Forb&.2000, Inc., alleges that .. , 

- .  . .The aggregate cost of the advertisements, which ran in v e o k  Staw' was.eswted to be 

RLC'S non-federa' & c o d ,  which contained prohibited h d s .  Further, the di&laimer on 
. the advertisements allegedly hiled to clarifjr exactly which RLCkntity had paid for h 
production. Thus, Mr. Dal Col believei that as a &lt of malcing'thke expendibes, . .  the . 
non-federal.iiccokt should haye registered and reported as a political committee. 
Additionally, Mr. Dal Col alleges that IUC coordinated its effbrts with Bush Committee 

. 

' 
.. -. . .A lOO,CUX?.. Mri.Da3 Gal . k k r  alleges &&the adwshements-wek ,likely pajd for by . 

. 

: 
- . 

. . .  employees, comultants, and eendok. . Finally, Mr. Dal Col claims that RLC'S website- ': 
. contains +p+ advoca~y without diiiplaying an appmpiiate discb.er.. . .  

. .  . .  

. : Mr. 'Dal Col alSi, .submitted gh' &mdment riiterating.the. allegatiobin.the . . . . .  .. 
. oegiinal complaint, requdting that the Commission prqiC9S the ixmiplaint expeditiouiy, . . . . .  . .  
and restrain the Ru= h m  making fbtup'illegal~exphditures. -Additionally, the 

. amendment alleges.- t h e . W s  noq-federaiirccouiit made &-ve ip-kind 
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The .Bush'Committee responded by noting that the television adve&sements ki 
question, as a matter of law, did not contain ex& advocacy and, theref& there was : . . 
no reason to believejhe F E U  was violated. Furthermoo&, even ifthe Commission'fbund I 

the telMsion advertiiqneqts containd.express advocacy, there Was no Coordination . . . .  

. . 

. . .  between the Bush Comhitt&andIhe Rcc. Thus,.the Bush Committee'Fuld . . . .  not be 
found 'to have. accepted. h i m s a i b i e  in4cind qmtribu~ois . .  hm the R E .  . :  . 
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. -  . . .  ". ~ e ~ - ~ t h a t ~ t h e ~ a d ~ a c y e t a n d a f i l ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ t ; r i s i s  . I 

I .. for finding ~FBCA golation in this matter. ~urt4er, eiren ifthe CO-O~ fbund 
express advocacy, th& would still beno FECA.GolatiOn && the Ru= did not 

quirement to p l k  a di&imer on RLC's web&, &e the $rite did not contain express . 

. . .  
. . .  . :  

. coordinate the televisiA advertisemexits with the Bush C o d t t e e .  .Also, there wb n0 . , . . 
. . .  

advocacy. . .  
. . .  
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